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RESPONSE 



This is response in the above-styled patent application, submitted in response to an Office 
Action dated April 14, 2006. A shortened statutory period for response was set to expire on July 
14, 2006. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-5, 7-9 and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Floh et al. (U.S. 6,848,471). Applicant has reviewed this patent and respectfully 
traverses this rejection. 

In order for a section 102 reference to be valid as prior art, every element and limitation 
of the claimed present invention - as literally defined in the claims - must be disclosed within the 
piece of prior art. Jamesbury Corp. v. Litton Indus. Products, 756 F.2d 1556, 225 USPQ 253 
(Fed.Cir. 1985); Atlas Powder Company v. du Pont, 750 F.2d 1569 (Fed.Cir. 1984); American 
Hospital Supply V. Travenol Labs, 745 F.2d 1 (Fed.Cir. 1984). 

The patent to Floh et al. does not teach or describe several of the significant features of 
Applicant's invention which are recited in Claim 1. Floh et al's "spigot" (24) has substantially 
parallel sidewalls and then a sloping "shoulder" (42) near the outlet end. Applicant submits that 
while it is proper to classify the sloping shoulder portion (42) of the spigot as a "truncated cone," 



